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Abstract
Objective
Effective early detection tools are needed in child health care to detect psychosocial prob-
lems among young children. This study aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of the Brief
Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment (BITSEA), in reducing psychosocial prob-
lems at one year follow-up, compared to care as usual.
Method
Well-child centers in Rotterdam, the Netherlands, were allocated in a cluster randomized
controlled trial to the intervention condition (BITSEA—15 centers), or to the control condition
(‘care-as-usual’- 16 centers). Parents of 2610 2-year-old children (1,207 intervention; 1,403
control) provided informed consent and completed the baseline and 1-year follow-up ques-
tionnaire. Multilevel regression analyses were used to evaluate the effect of condition on
psychosocial problems and health related quality of life (i.e. respectively Child Behavior
Checklist and Infant-Toddler Quality of Life). The number of (pursuits of) referrals and
acceptability of the BITSEA were also evaluated.
Results
Children in the intervention condition scored more favourably on the CBCL at follow-up than
children in the control condition: B = -2.43 (95% confidence interval [95%CI] = -3.53;-1.33
p<0.001). There were no differences between conditions regarding ITQOL. Child health
professionals reported referring fewer children in the intervention condition (n = 56, 5.7%),
compared to the control condition (n = 95, 7.9%; p<0.05). There was no intervention effect
on parents’ reported number of referrals pursued. It took less time to complete (parents) or
work with (child health professional) the BITSEA, compared to care as usual. In the control
condition, 84.2% of the parents felt (very) well prepared for the well-child visit, compared to
77.9% in the intervention condition (p<0.001).
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Conclusion
The results support the use of the BITSEA as a tool for child health professionals in the
early detection of psychosocial problems in 2-year-olds. We recommend future studies in
large and varied populations to replicate these findings.
Trial registration
Current Controlled Trials NTR2035
Introduction
The prevalence of psychosocial problems, such as behavioural and emotional problems, is rela-
tively high in preschool children [1–3]; child health professionals identify psychosocial prob-
lems in 7–25% of the preschool children [2–5]. It is important to detect problems at an early
stage, since the identification and treatment of psychosocial problems at a young age may
reduce problems and increases competencies at later ages [6,7]. In the Netherlands, the health
care system offers publicly funded preventive programs for all children from birth to the age of
19 years. This setting offers an excellent opportunity to detect psychosocial problems early.
A feasible approach for facilitating early detection of psychosocial problems is to use par-
ent-completed questionnaires as part of routine primary care visits (i.e. well-child visits) [8].
Early detection instruments for psychosocial problems, intended for use in preventive child
health care, should have adequate psychometric properties, and should also be short, easy to
administer, score and interpret [9,10]. Furthermore, early detection instruments that are used
in a public health care setting should cover a broad range of psychosocial problems, since lim-
ited time and capacity for the well-child visits make it undesirable to screen for each psychoso-
cial problem separately. Also, it has been shown that psychosocial problems tend to co-occur,
[11,12] and that individual problems may apply to more than one disorder [13].
The Child Behavior Checklist 1.5–5 (CBCL1.5–5) [14] and Infant-Toddler Social and Emo-
tional Assessment (ITSEA) [15,16] are early detection instruments that are well-validated and
measure a broad range of psychosocial problems, and in the case of the ITSEA also delays in
competencies. However both instruments are too extensive to apply in the context of well-child
visits. Short comprehensive instruments that are appropriate to measure psychosocial prob-
lems in children of preschool age are limited [17]. Existing instruments, such as the Eyberg
Child Behavior Inventory[18] or the Toddler Behavior Screening Inventory[19], only measure
problem behaviour and do not address social-emotional competencies. Measuring delays in
social-emotional competence, however, is also important since delays in competence are for
instance related to internalising and externalising problems later in life[20]. There remains a
need for a short instrument that measures both problems and delays in competence.
The Brief Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment (BITSEA) [21] is a short (42
items) questionnaire, that measures both problems (Problem scale) and delays in the acquisi-
tion of competencies (Competence scale) in 1–3 year olds, and also consists of items designed
to measure symptoms of autism spectrum disorders. Several studies, conducted among a large
(N = 3127) and diverse community sample in the preventive child health care of the Nether-
lands, have indicated that the psychometric properties of the BITSEA are acceptable to good
[22]. An adequate Cronbach’s alpha (i.e.>0.70[23]) was found for the Problem scale (0.76)
and marginal for the Competence scale (0.63). Test-retest reliability was adequate (>0.70 [24])
for the Problem scale (0.75) and marginal for the Competence scale (0.61). The BITSEA
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Problem scale was positively correlated with the CBCL, Pearson coefficients of 0.66 (Internaliz-
ing), 0.65 (Externalizing) and 0.75 (Total Problem). The BITSEA Competence score was nega-
tively correlated with the CBCL, Pearson coefficients of -0.26 (Internalizing), -0.23
(Externalizing) and -0.26 (Total Problem). All correlations were significant (p<0.01). The
mean BITSEA score was compared between a group of parents that worried about the develop-
ment of their child and a group that did not worry. The Problem and Competence score were
significantly less favourable in the group of parents that worried, compared to the group of
parents that did not worry (effect sizes were respectively 0.93 and 0.52). Additionally, the BIT-
SEA is able to discriminate between children with and without psychosocial problems; the
Problem scale sensitivity is 0.83 and the specificity is 0.84; the Competence scale sensitivity is
0.95 and the specificity is 0.90 (with respectively reference groups of children with a CBCL
Total Problem score> 60, and children diagnosed with autism spectrum disorder) [25,26].
These results are confirmed by studies in other countries [21,27–31].
Objective of the study
In the present study, we evaluated the effectiveness of the BITSEA, a questionnaire that sup-
ports child health professionals in detecting psychosocial problems in 2-year olds, in psychoso-
cial problems and health related quality of life at child age 3-years (at one year follow-up),
compared to care as usual. In care as usual (i.e. control condition), the KIPPPI (KIPPPI is a
Dutch acronym for Brief Instrument Psychological and Pedagogical Problem Inventory) is
used [32].
The research questions in this study were:
1. Are there fewer parent reported psychosocial problems at follow-up (i.e. lower Child Behav-
ior Checklist [CBCL] Total Problem score) in the intervention group, compared to care as
usual?
2. Is health related quality of life at follow-up better (i.e. higher Infant-Toddler Quality of Life
[ITQOL], Growth and Development, and General Health Perceptions scores) in the inter-
vention group, compared to care as usual?
Additionally, we explored whether there is a difference between conditions in number of
referrals and pursuits of referrals, and whether there is a difference between conditions in the
acceptability as perceived by parents and child health professionals.
Methods
Ethics Statement
The Medical Ethical Committee of the Erasmus Medical Center has reviewed the study pro-
posal and granted permission to conduct the study (MEC-2009-092, February 3rd 2009). They
decided that the study does not fall within the ambit of the Medical Research Involving Human
Subjects Act (‘WMO’). All parents who participated in the study provided written informed
consent. We are prepared to make the data available upon request.
Study design
The present study is a cluster randomized controlled trial, conducted in child health care cen-
ters in the larger Rotterdam area in the period April 2010-April 2012. Details of our study
design were published previously [33]. Child health care centers were randomly allocated (by
researcher IK) to the control group (16 child health centers in total) or to the intervention
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group (15 child health centers in total), stratified by organization, using random numbers. See
Fig 1.
At baseline, parents of children aged 24 months old were invited by child health care organi-
zations for a well-child visit. Along with this invitation, parents received information regarding
this study and a child health monitor questionnaire, including among others the CBCL and
either the BITSEA or KIPPPI. The BITSEA or KIPPPI was used during the well-child visit by
the child health professional to assess the psychosocial development of the child. Child health
professionals were not blind to the answers on the CBCL, however they did not score the
CBCL and they were instructed not to use the answers that parents provided on the CBCL in
their assessment of the psychosocial development of the child. Prior to the start of the study,
the child health professionals in the intervention group were trained in the use and scoring of
the BITSEA. Instructions were provided by the researchers and a specialized psychiatrist.
At one-year follow-up (child aged 36 months), parents who had agreed to participate in the
study and provided informed consent, were sent a follow-up questionnaire (with a maximum
of 2 reminders), containing the CBCL, ITQOL, either the BITSEA or the KIPPPI and questions
regarding pursuit of referrals in the previous year.
Fig 1. Flowchart of the participants through the study.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488.g001
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Blinding: It was not possible to conduct a double blind study; both parents and child health
care providers were aware of the type of questionnaire that was used. Some child health profes-
sionals may have been aware that the BITSEA was recommended as ‘a promising question-
naire’ by an advisory committee to the Dutch government [34], which could have influenced
their assessment of the child and subsequent (referral) decisions. Also, in this study, it was
impossible to keep members of the study team blind.
Treatment contamination: It is not plausible that many parents were aware of the BITSEA
being possibly better than care as usual, so we do not expect that being assigned to either condition
influenced the responses given on the questionnaires. Also, it is not plausible that parents chose to
go to another child health care center, outside of the neighborhood where they live, because they
preferred the other instrument. For professionals in each of the condition groups it was not feasi-
ble to use the other instrument. So, the presence of treatment contamination was not likely.
Study population
Child health care centers. Four child health care organizations consisting of 31 distinct
child health centers (i.e. the clusters) that cover both urban and rural areas in the larger Rotter-
dam area, participated in this study. The characteristics of the clusters per condition are: In-
tervention condition: Msize = 78.0, mean SDsize = 55.29; MCBCL = 17.8, mean SDCBCL = 3.00;
Mage = 23.7, mean SDage = 0.24; mean percentage boys = 49.1; mean percentage native = 75.5.
Control condition: Msize = 80.0, mean SDsize = 73.92; MCBCL = 19.1 mean SDCBCL = 2.37;
Mage = 24.0 mean SDage = 0.26; mean percentage boys = 51.2; mean percentage native = 79.4.
Children and their parents. For a flowchart of the participants through the trial, see Fig 1.
Parents of 13,099 2-year old children were invited to participate in the study [7,140 (54.5%)
intervention; 5,959 (45.5%) control]. Parents of 6975 (53.2%) children [3,320 (47.6%) interven-
tion; 3,655 (52.4%) control] attended the well-child visit. Parents of 4,073 (31.1%) [2,037
(50.0%) intervention; 2,036 (50.0%) control] provided informed consent. Parents of 2,625
(20.0%) children [1,212 (46.2%) intervention; 1,413 (53.8%) control] also completed the fol-
low-up questionnaire. Children were excluded from analyses if they had missing data on gen-
der and ethnicity, and if there were too many missing items on the questionnaires (BITSEA
Problem scale>5 items missing; BITSEA Competence scale>2 items missing; KIPPPI>25%
items missing per scale). None of the children were under treatment of a mental health profes-
sional during the time of inclusion. After exclusion, 2,610 (64.1%) children [1,207 (59.5%)
intervention; 1,403 (68.9%) control] remained for analyses.
Power Calculation
As reported in the design paper on this study [33], power calculations indicated that, with 30
clusters, a total of 2100 children (and their parents) would be needed to detect a difference of 8
points on the CBCL1,5–5 between the control and intervention condition, assuming a standard
deviation of the CBCL1 Total Problem score of 26.5 points [14] and an intra-cluster coefficient
of 0.1, with a power of 0.80 and alpha 0.05
Intervention condition
In the intervention condition, child health providers used the BITSEA completed by parents as
an early detection tool for emotional and behavioural problems. The 42-item BITSEA is an
early detection instrument for psychosocial problems and delays in competence, including
autism spectrum disorders, in 12 to 36 month old children. Thirty-one items sum up to a
Problem score (a high score is less favourable) and 11 items sum up to a Competence score (a
low score is less favourable). Studies have shown that the BITSEA has good psychometric
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properties [21,22,27,29]. At baseline, child health providers calculated the Problem and Com-
petence score of the BITSEA. To assess the psychosocial development of the child, cutpoints as
identified in an earlier study [35] were used. Children with a BITSEA score above the cutpoint
(s) warranted a conversation with the parents regarding the ‘at risk behaviour’, more specifi-
cally; level of worry, frequency and intensity of the behaviour, timing and onset of the behav-
iour, and the context in which the behaviour is manifested and the cultural meaning of the
behaviour to the parent were discussed [35]. The child health professionals received additional
training prior to the implementation of the BITSEA, so that they were able to objectively score
the BITSEA and they had the appropriate skills to be able to have a conversation with the
parents if an at risk score, whether on the Competence or Problem scale, on the BITSEA was
present, in order to gain more insight in the significance of the child’s development. Protocols
of the procedures that were applied and of training of the health care professionals will be
made available upon request. The training was provided by the researchers and a child psychia-
trist, and consisted of a presentation on psychosocial problems (prevalence, signals that indi-
cate psychosocial problems, importance of early detection, worry of parents, conversation with
parents during the well-child visit); background information of the BITSEA; and practical scor-
ing instruction with the opportunity to practice. Also, the professionals received a manual and
a scoring aid. The CHP made referrals to other health care providers in consultation with the
parent when the ‘at risk behaviour’ seemed to be clinically significant. Follow up appointments
were made if clarification of problems were necessary or for consultation on less serious prob-
lems that did not need referral.
Control condition
In the control condition, care as usual was offered during the well-child visit, i.e. child health pro-
fessionals used the parent completed KIPPPI as an early detection tool. The 67 item KIPPPI mea-
sures psychosocial problems, which might be possible pedagogical challenges for the parents.
The KIPPPI consist of a Wellbeing scale (31 items, describing problems related to eating/drink-
ing; sleeping; activity; mood; behaviour), Competence scale (25 items, describing problems
related to cognitive development; language; play; contact), and an Autonomy scale (11 items,
describing problems related to toilet training; motor skills; independence). The KIPPPI Total
score is the sum of the scale scores (high scores on the KIPPPI are less favourable), and was calcu-
lated in a previous study to be able to evaluate the psychometric properties of the KIPPPI [36].
Studies have shown that the KIPPPI has adequate to good reliability and validity [36,37]. How-
ever, in care as usual the KIPPPI is not scored by the child health professional; the KIPPPI serves
as a guide in the assessment of the development of the child and its use therefore relies on the
subjective interpretation by the child health professional of the answers given on the KIPPPI.
The reason that the KIPPPI was not scored in care as usual is that no empirically determined cut-
points exist. No additional training of the child health professionals was provided. At baseline,
the child health professional discusses the items with high ratings (indicating a problem) with
parents and assesses whether the difficulties stem from a problem in the child (i.e. psychosocial),
or the parents (i.e. pedagogical), or the parent-child interaction. Based on this information the
child health professionals may choose to refer parents and their child to other health care provid-
ers. Follow up appointments were made if clarification of problems were necessary or for consul-
tation on less serious problems that did not need referral.
Measures
Effect evaluation. The primary outcome measure in the present study is parent reported
psychosocial problems of the children participating in the study at one year follow-up. In both
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the intervention and control condition, parents completed the CBCL1.5–5 at baseline and at
follow-up. The well-validated [14] 100-item CBCL is designed for children aged 18-months to
5-years and has two domains (Internalizing and Externalizing) and provides a Total Problem
score. A higher CBCL Total Problem score is less favourable. In this study, the Total Problem
score (raw score) is used to measure psychosocial problems.
The secondary outcome measure in the present study is parent reported health related qual-
ity of life of the children participating in the study at one year follow-up. In both intervention
and control condition, parents completed two scales of the ITQOL; Growth and Development,
and General Health Perceptions. The ITQOL measures the health related quality of life of chil-
dren between 2 months and 5 years old. [38,39]. Items were reversed scored (if appropriate) so
that a higher score is more favourable.
Referrals and acceptability. In addition to the evaluation of the effect on parent reported
psychosocial problems and health related quality of life, we also evaluated referrals and accept-
ability. Referrals were evaluated as a possible explanation for when a difference in outcome var-
iables was found between conditions, and was defined as an actual referral to a mental health
professional and/or the advice for a follow-up consult. Referrals were evaluated as registered by
the child health professional at baseline on a separate registration form or in a digital medical
record system depending on the automatization level of the child health organization involved,
Additionally, the extent to which parents pursued received referrals was evaluated by parental
report at follow-up.
Acceptability was evaluated from two perspectives; 1) parents evaluated at baseline the child
health monitor questionnaire that included either the BITSEA or KIPPPI on the following
aspects: a) perceived duration (dichotomized as ‘(much) too short/exactly good-(much) too
long’); b) actual duration (dichotomized as ‘shorter than 15 minutes-longer than 15 minutes’);
c) preparation for the well-child visit (dichotomized as ‘not good (at all)/mediocre-(very)
good’); and 2) 105 (92.9%) child health professionals completed, about a half year after the
start of the study, an electronic questionnaire regarding the perceived acceptability of the ques-
tionnaires. The following aspects were evaluated: a) time spent on the questionnaire before the
well-child visit (i.e. scoring of the BITSEA or looking at the answers on the KIPPPI); b) time
spent on the questionnaire during the well-child visit (i.e. discussing the scores/answers with
the parents; c) supportive in detecting psychosocial problems (binary; yes or no); d) supportive
in the conversation with the parents (binary; yes or no); e) supportive in the assessment of the
development of the child (binary; yes or no).
Demographic variables. Demographic variables were assessed in the baseline question-
naire: parental age, country of birth, and educational level and child gender and ethnicity. A
child was considered native if both parents were born in the Netherlands, according to Statis-
tics Netherlands [40].
Analyses
For the demographic characteristics and for baseline CBCL Total Problem score we tested whether
there was a difference between parents and children who remained in the study, and parents and
children who were lost by follow-up (i.e. drop-out). We used an independent t-test for continuous
variables and Chi-square for categorical variables. Cohen’s d was calculated to evaluate effect sizes.
Furthermore, we tested with logistic regression analysis whether conditions differed in the charac-
teristics of the drop-out group. Odds ratios were calculated for missingness, with condition, base-
line CBCL Total Problem score and the above mentioned variables as predictors.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the characteristics of the parents and children in
the two conditions. Differences between the intervention and control condition, as measured
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at baseline, were tested with an independent t-test (continuous variables) and Chi-square test
(categorical variables). Effect sizes of the differences between intervention and control condi-
tion were calculated. For the continuous variables Cohen’s d was calculated: Cohen’s d =
[mean1–mean2]/SD1 and is interpreted as follows: 0.20d<0.50 indicates a small effect,
0.50d<0.80 indicates a medium effect and d0.80 indicates a large effect. [41] For the cate-
gorical variables Cramers V [42] was calculated: V = (chi2/(sample size(smallest value of num-
ber of columns or rows)))1/2. For the interpretation of Cramers V, the following
characterization is applied<0.10 low association; 0.10–0.25 moderate association;>0.25 high
association;
Effect evaluation. The multilevel regression analysis (with child health centers as clusters)
is performed with psychosocial problems at follow-up as primary outcome measure (i.e. CBCL
Total Problem score at follow-up) and with health related quality of life at follow-up as second-
ary outcome measure (i.e. ITQOL Growth and Development scale, and General Health Percep-
tions scale), and the intervention condition as independent variable (i.e. BITSEA or KIPPPI).
The multilevel regression analyses were adjusted for psychosocial problems at baseline (i.e.
CBCL Total Problem score at baseline), child gender and ethnicity, because previous studies
show that gender and ethnicity are associated with psychosocial problems [43–45]. Addition-
ally, when a significant intervention effect was found, the analyses were with correction for all
variables that differed between conditions at baseline. Interaction effects for child gender and
condition, and child ethnicity and condition on psychosocial problems and health related qual-
ity of life were explored when the main effect of condition was significant.
The intracluster correlation coefficient (ICC) is calculated as ρ = S2b/(S
2
b+S
2
w), where S
2
b is
the variance between the cluster and S2w is the variance within clusters. An ICC of less than 0.1
is considered small. [46] The ICC in this study is; ρ = 3.2597/(254.41+3.2597) = 0.01.
Referrals and acceptability. Differences between the intervention and control condition
in number of referrals, pursuits of referrals and acceptability were tested with an independent
t-test (continuous variables) and Chi-square test (categorical variables). When these tests indi-
cated a significant difference between conditions, an odds ratio was calculated.
Multilevel regression analysis were performed in SAS 9.3 (SAS Institute Inc., 2011), all other
analyses were performed in SPSS 21.0 (SPSS Inc., 2012).
Results
Study sample
Drop out was for the intervention and control condition, respectively 59.2% and 68.9% of the
parents who attended the well-child visit and provided informed consent. Drop-out was higher
among younger parents with a lower education, parents and children with a non-native Dutch
ethnicity and older children (measured at baseline, p<0.05). However, effect sizes (Cohen’s d
and Cramer’s V) for these differences were low and ranged from 0.01–0.22. There was no dif-
ference between children included in the study and drop-out in gender and CBCL Total Prob-
lem score at baseline. Missing value analysis revealed there was no difference in drop-out
between the conditions. See Fig 1 for a flow-chart of the participants through the study. No
data was available on the group of parents who did not attend the well-child visit. Therefore,
evaluating the differences between parents included in the study and parents who did not
attend the well-child visit (and thus not participated in the study), was not possible.
Demographic characteristics of the parents and children are presented in Table 1, as well as
the mean questionnaire scores at baseline. Participants in the intervention condition differed
(p<0.05) in the following aspects from the control condition (see Table 1), mean age of the
mother and father was higher (effect size is for both parents 0.09); fewer mothers and fathers
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were born in the Netherlands (effect size is respectively 0.12 and 0.14); more mothers and
fathers had attended vocational education or university (effect size is respectively 0.10 and
0.12). Compared to the control condition, the intervention condition consisted of fewer native
Dutch children (effect size = 0.13). Children in the intervention condition were younger (effect
size = 0.27) and scored less favourably on the CBCL Total Problem score at baseline (effect
size = 0.09). Effect sizes of all differences in variables between intervention and control condi-
tion were small [41]. We have performed the analyses corrected for all the variables that dif-
fered between intervention and control condition, and the results were similar as those
reported (see S1 Table).
Effect evaluation
Psychosocial Problems. As presented in Table 2, children in the intervention condition
had lower mean CBCL Total Problem scores compared to children in the control condition
Table 1. Baseline demographic characteristics andmean questionnaire scores for the intervention and control condition, N = 2610.
Intervention condition Control condition
BITSEA, n = 1207 KIPPPI, n = 1403 effect size
Mother characteristics
Mean (SD) age 34.29 (4.69)* 33.88 (4.67)* 0.09a
Country of birth [n(%) Dutch] 920 (76.22)** 1198 (85.39)** 0.12b
Educational level [n(%) higher vocational/university] 631 (54.30)** 592 (43.98)** 0.10b
Father characteristics
Mean (SD) age 36.80 (5.29)* 36.35 (5.15)* 0.09a
Country of birth [n(%) Dutch] 892 (73.90)** 1199 (85.46)** 0.14b
Educational level [n(%) higher vocational/university] 571 (51.63)** 524 (40.03)** 0.12b
Child characteristics
Gender [n(%) boys] 594 (49.20) 733 (52.20) n.a.
Ethnicity [n(%) native Dutch] 849 (70.34)** 1139 (81.18)** 0.13b
Mean (SD) age 23.69 (0.69)** 23.98 (1.09)** 0.27a
Mean (SD) CBCL Total Problem score 18.87 (15.31)* 20.32 (15.66)* 0.09a
Mean (SD) BITSEA Problem score 7.38 (4.85) n.a. n.a.
Mean (SD) BITSEA Competence score 17.90 (2.93) n.a. n.a.
Mean (SD) KIPPPI score n.a. 40.93 (14.16) n.a.
* significant difference, p<0.05.
** significant difference, p<0.01.
a Cohen's d (Mean1-Mean2/SD1), is considered small.
b Coefficient Phi, is considered small.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488.t001
Table 2. Mean (SD) CBCL Total Problem score, and ITQOLGrowth and Development, and General Health scores (n = 2610).
Intervention, n = 1207 Control, n = 1403 Difference between conditions
Baseline Follow-up Baseline Follow-up Effect size* (baseline;follow-up)
CBCL Total Problem score 18.87 (15.31)a 19.32 (15.71)a 20.32 (15.66)ab 22.51 (16.28)ab 0.09;0.20
ITQOL Growth and Development n.a. 91.39 (11.62) n.a. 92.11 (10.09) n.a.;0.07
ITQOL General Health n.a. 81.77 (14.66) n.a. 82.43 (14.02) n.a.;0.05
* Cohen's d (Mean1-Mean2/SD1), is considered small.
a significant difference between intervention and control condition in CBLC Total Problem score at baseline and follow-up (p<0.05).
b significant difference within control condition between baseline and follow-up CBCL Total Problem score (p<0.05).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488.t002
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both at baseline (respectively M = 18.87, SD = 15.31 and M = 20.32, SD = 15.66) and follow-up
(respectively M = 19.32, SD = 15.71 and M = 22.51, SD = 16.28). In the control condition,
mean CBCL Total Problem score was significantly higher at follow-up than at baseline. There
was no difference in the intervention condition between baseline and follow-up CBCL Total
Problem score (p>0.05).
Children in the intervention condition scored more favourably on the CBCL Total Problem
score at follow-up than children in the control condition (controlled for CBCL Total Problem
score at baseline, child gender and ethnicity); the unstandardized regression coefficient for
type of condition was significant (p<0.001), B = -2.43 (95% confidence interval [95%CI] =
-3.53;-1.33), see Table 3. Effect sizes were small: Cohen’s D for the difference between condi-
tions in CBCL Total Problem score was at baseline 0.09 and at follow-up 0.20, see Table 2.
Similar results were found when the analyses were performed corrected for all the variables
that differed between conditions at baseline.
Health related quality of life
There were no significant differences (p>0.05) between conditions in ITQOL scores on the
Growth and Development scale nor on the General Health Perceptions scale, see Table 3.
Interactions
Interaction effects were explored. For the primary outcome variable (i.e. CBCL Total Problem
score), we evaluated separately condition by gender and condition by ethnicity interactions;
Table 3. Regression coefficients and confidence intervals (95%CI) from themultilevel regression models evaluating the association between con-
dition and CBCL Total Problem score and ITQOL scores at follow-up corrected for confounders (n = 2230).
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
beta (95%CI) beta (95%CI) beta (95%CI) beta (95%CI) beta (95%CI)
Primary outcome measure: CBCL Total Problem score at follow-up
Condition (intervention) -3.45 (-4.80;-2.10)*** -2.40 (-3.71;-1.09)*** -2.43 (-3.53;-1.33)*** -2.28 (-3.77;-0.78)** -5.07 (-7.22;-2.92)***
CBCL Total Problem score
baseline
0.72 (0.68;0.76)*** 0.71 (0.67;0.75)*** 0.71 (0.67;0.74)*** 0.71 (0.67;0.74)***
Child gender (boy) 1.47 (0.47;2.47)** 1.60 (0.29;2.91)* 1.47 (0.48;2.47)**
Child ethnicity (native) -0.96 (-2.19;0.27) -0.96 (-2.19;0.26) -2.67 (-4.37;-0.96)**
Condition x gender -0.31 (-2.33;1.70)
Condition x ethnicity 3.44 (1.05;5.83)
Secondary outcome measure: ITQOL Growth and Development score at follow-up
Condition (intervention) -0.66 (-1.58;0.26) -0.76 (-1.66;0.14) -0.76 (-1.68;0.16)
CBCL Total Problem score
baseline
-0.12 (-0.16;-0.08)*** -0.12 (-0.16;-0.08)***
Child gender (boy) -0.62 (-1.52;0.28)
Child etnicity (native) -0.16 (-1.26;0.94)
Secondary outcome measure: ITQOL General Health score at follow-up
Condition (intervention) -0.70 (-2.05;0.65) -1.01 (-2.24;0.22) -0.10 (-1.32;1.12)
CBCL Total Problem score
baseline
-0.23 (-0.27;-0.19)*** -0.23 (-0.27;-0.19)***
Child gender (boy) -1.43 (-2.59;-0.27)*
Child etnicity (native) 0.81 (-0.60;2.22)
*** p<0.001
** p<0.01
* p<0.05.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488.t003
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both interaction effects were non-significant (p>0.05) (see Table 3). For the secondary out-
come variable (i.e. ITQOL score on the Growth and Development scale and General Health
scale), we did not evaluated interaction effect since the main effect of condition was not signifi-
cant (p>0.05).
Referrals and acceptability
Referrals. Given the differences between conditions on the primary outcome, we evaluated
the number of referrals as a possible explanation. There was a main effect of the intervention
(p = 0.042) on the number of referrals registered by the child health professionals: fewer children
in the intervention condition (n = 56, 5.7%) were referred, compared to the control condition
(n = 95, 7.9%). Children in the control condition were 1.42 times more likely to be referred (odds
ratio = 1.42, 95% CI = 1.01–2.00), compared to children in the intervention condition. There was
no effect of the intervention (p>0.05) on the number of parent reported referrals pursued
(n = 58, 92.1% versus n = 54, 91.5%, for the intervention and control groups respectively).
Acceptability. There were significant differences (p<0.001) between the intervention and
control condition in the acceptability as perceived by parents. Completion of the BITSEA took less
time compared to completion of the KIPPPI: The duration of completion was less than 15 minutes
for 592 parents (49.9%) in the intervention condition and for 555 parents (40.6%) in the control
condition. The preparation for the well-child visit was considered (very) good by 908 parents
(77.9%) in the intervention condition and by 1146 parents (84.2%) in the control condition.
The only significant difference (p<0.01) between intervention and control condition in
acceptability, as perceived by the child health professionals, was the time that they spent on the
questionnaire during the well-child visit. In the intervention condition the mean time was 8.22
minutes (SD = 5.59) and in the control condition 12.08 minutes (SD = 6.16). See Table 4.
Discussion
In the present study, we evaluated the effect at one year follow-up of the use by preventive
child health care of the BITSEA as a questionnaire for the early detection of parent reported
psychosocial problems in 2-year olds, compared to care as usual; the KIPPPI. Furthermore, we
assessed the number of referrals, number of pursuits of referrals and acceptability of the
Table 4. Differences between intervention and control condition regarding acceptability.
Intervention Control
BITSEA KIPPPI
Acceptability parents—N = 2610
Perceived duration—(too)short/exactly good [n(%)] 820 (69.7) 924 (67.6)
Actual duration—< 15 minutes [n(%)] 592 (49.9)*** 555 (40.6)***
Preparation for well-child visit—(very) good preparation [n(%)] 908 (77.9)*** 1146 (84.2)***
Acceptability Child health professional—n = 105
Time spend before consult [M (SD)] 4.85 (3.69) 3.95 (2.44)
Time spend during consult [M (SD)] 8.22 (5.89)** 12.08 (6.16)**
Supportive detecting problems [n(%)] 31 (72.1) 31 (64.6)
Supportive conversation with parents [n(%)] 29 (67.4) 39 (83.0)
Supportive assessment development [n(%)] 25 (62.5) 20 (43.5)
*** significant difference, p<0.001
** significant difference, p<0.01
* significant difference, p<0.05.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488.t004
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BITSEA and KIPPPI as perceived by parents and professionals. The results indicate that chil-
dren in the intervention condition had fewer psychosocial problems at follow-up (i.e. lower
CBCL Total Problem score), compared to the control condition. No intervention effects were
observed regarding health related quality of life. Child health professionals registered more
referrals in the control condition than in the intervention condition. The BITSEA takes less
time for parents to complete and for the child health professional to score, compared to the
KIPPPI. Parents perceived the KIPPPI as a better preparation for the well-child visit, compared
to the BITSEA.
Effect evaluation and referrals
The difference in CBCL Total Problem score between conditions at follow-up is significant, but
the effect size is small. A large effect might not be expected given the relatively long follow-up
period of one year in which many variables can influence the psychosocial well-being of a child.
One might expect that children who are referred will have fewer psychosocial problems one
year later, due to more timely and appropriate care. However, this assumption is not supported
by our results; in the intervention condition (BITSEA) there were relatively fewer referrals, but
better psychosocial health at follow-up, compared to the control condition (KIPPPI). Notewor-
thy is the fact that children in the control condition had a significantly higher CBCL Total
Problem score at follow-up compared to baseline, despite the fact that more children in the
control condition were referred. In the intervention condition there was no difference between
baseline and follow-up CBCL Total Problem score.
Secondary analyses were performed in an attempt to explain the primary results. First of all,
we evaluated the differences (if any) in the mean CBCL subscale scores (i.e. Internalizing and
Externalizing) between conditions in the total population and in the subgroup of referred chil-
dren. The BITSEA and KIPPPI differ in content, so possibly children, either or not referred,
might show different types of problems reflected in differences in baseline CBCL subscale
scores. For the total population we found a difference between conditions on the CBCL Inter-
nalizing subscale (p = 0.048). Children in the KIPPPI group scored less favourably, compared
to the BITSEA group. In the subgroup of referred children there was however no difference in
CBCL subscale scores between conditions. This might indicate that internalizing problems in
the KIPPPI group were less well detected, compared to the BITSEA group. This in turn might
explain better outcomes at follow-up in the BITSEA group.
Second of all in two subgroups, 1) children with a ‘normal’ baseline CBCL Total Problem
score and 2) children with an ‘at risk’(i.e.>60) baseline CBCL Total Problem scale, we tested
whether the conditions had a different rate of referral (see S2 Table). This might give insight in
the extent of over and under referral between conditions. The percentage of referrals in chil-
dren with an ‘at risk’ or ‘normal’ score did not differ between conditions (p>0.05). We found
an overall difference in number of referrals between conditions, but not when evaluated sepa-
rately for ‘at risk’ and ‘low scores’, this might be explained by the relatively small size of the
subgroups in these analyses.
At follow-up the children in the BITSEA group had the same CBCL Total Problem score as
at baseline. However, children in the KIPPPI group had a less favourable CBCL Total Problem
score at follow-up, compared to baseline. BITSEA therefore seems to add to prevent deteriora-
tion of psychosocial problems in 2-year-olds.
Acceptability
Even though the BITSEA was scored, and the KIPPPI not, it took less time for parents and
child health professionals to work with the BITSEA. Parents felt better prepared for the well-
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child visit after completing the KIPPPI, compared to the BITSEA. This might be, because the
items of the KIPPPI are very structured and clustered per ‘domain’ (e.g. sleeping, eating, behav-
iour), whereas in the BITSEA items of the Problem and Competence scale are randomly
arranged. This random arrangement might however contribute to less socially desirable
answers, and therefore better validity.
Limitations and strengths
Our study has several limitations. First, we recognize that there are different ways in which psy-
chosocial problems can be measured. We measured the primary outcome, psychosocial prob-
lems, with the CBCL. As stated in the introduction, the CBCL is a well-validated questionnaire,
however it is a parent-completed instrument, rather than direct assessment. The report by
parents introduces the proxy-problem; self-report by two-year-old children on their psychoso-
cial problems is not possible, because children of this age lack the necessary language skills and
the cognitive abilities to interpret the questions and they do not have a long-term view of
events.[47] Therefore, proxy by parents may be a useful alternative.[48] Direct assessment of
psychosocial problems, might have been an alternative for parent reported measurements.
Direct assessment, for example by a psychologist, of every child in this study was not feasible
with our large sample size. Furthermore, our data on the number of referrals was unable to pro-
vide a conclusive explanation for the difference between conditions in psychosocial problems
at one year follow-up. Although child health professionals were instructed not to look at the
CBCL answers, 11.4% of the child health professionals indicated that sometimes they did. The
child health professional did not have the CBCL score, so referral decision could not be influ-
enced by the CBCL score, but the answers might have influenced their assessment of the child.
More elaborate data on referral decision could provide more insight in this underlying
mechanism.
Second, as reported in the publication of the study protocol [33], at follow-up we measured
health related quality of life (i.e. General Health Perceptions subscale and the Growth and
Development subscale of the Infant Toddler Quality of Life questionnaire [ITQOL]) [39,49].
This variable was not measured at baseline, due to restrictions on the length of the question-
naire booklet at baseline. The child health centers were randomly allocated to the intervention
and control condition, therefore similar health related quality of life in the conditions at base-
line may be assumed. Therefore, despite the absence of longitudinal data on the ITQOL we
evaluated the difference in health related quality of life between the control and intervention
condition. We analyzed the difference between conditions uncorrected, as well as corrected for
CBCL Total Problem score at baseline, and additionally for CBCL Total Problem score, gender
and ethnicity of the child. We found no differences between conditions (data not shown).
Third, parents evaluated not the acceptability of the BITSEA and KIPPPI specifically, but
the entire child health monitor questionnaire. However, the only differences between these
booklets, was the inclusion of either the BITSEA or the KIPPPI, so any differences between
conditions may be attributed to these questionnaires.
Fourth, total drop-out rate was 35.9% (i.e. lost to follow-up). To provide a frame of reference
regarding drop-out rates in studies conducted in the Dutch (preventive) child health care set-
ting, we compared our drop-out rate to that in others studies; 37.1% (child obesity, with a 2
year follow-up period [50]); 21.7% (reduction of sugar-sweetened beverages, with a 1 year fol-
low-up period [51]); and 6.6% (parent’s child safety behaviours, with a 6 month follow-up
period [52]). The drop-out rate in our study is somewhat high, compared to other studies, but
not uncommon in these types of studies. There were differences between intervention and con-
trol condition in drop-outs (respectively 40.5% and 30.6%). However, there was no difference
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between conditions in characteristics of people who were and were not retained in the study.
So drop-out seemed to be non-selective, based on the variables we measured in this study.
However, drop-out might be influenced by variables which we did not measure, such as migra-
tion rate. No information is available on the non-response group (i.e. parents that did not
attend the well-child visit.) It might be possible that parents avoid attending the well-child visit
because they are afraid of possible interventions from Youth Care, but it might also be possible
that parents do not find it necessary to attend the well-child visit because they feel confident
that their child has no problems.
Fifth, the size and other characteristics of the clusters (i.e. child health care centers) varied
in both the intervention and the control condition. Overall, differences between the interven-
tion and control group were relatively small. But the differences between the clusters, especially
the size (i.e. number of children in each cluster), may have lowered the power of the study.
However, the power of this study was relatively large. No data, on cluster level, was available on
deprivation indices, so we were unable to evaluate whether an unequal distribution between
intervention and control clusters, with regard to the level of deprivation in the catchment area,
had impact on the results of this study.
Lastly, the group of child health professionals who evaluated the acceptability of the BITSEA
was rather small (n = 105), however the response rate was very high (i.e. 92.2% of all child
health professionals). The results reflect the situation in Rotterdam well, however generaliza-
tions to other areas or situations should be done with care.
Our study also has many strengths. First, our study design; random allocation of the well-
child centers to the intervention and control condition eliminated systematic differences
between these groups, which adds to the power of the study. Moreover, our longitudinal data
made it possible to evaluate the impact of the early detection instrument under study over a
longer period of time. Second, a major strength is that analyses were performed on a large and
diverse community sample, which adds to the power of the results. Third, the questionnaires
were applied in preventive child health care where they were used for the early detection of psy-
chosocial problems. As the results suggests, it might be possible that child health care profes-
sionals do not always act solely on the BITSEA cutpoints if their professional expertise made
them decide otherwise. See also the BITSEA manual [35], in which is stated that the following
things should also be taken into account while assessing the development of the child: level of
worry of the parents; frequency or intensity of the behaviour; timing or onset of the behaviour;
context of the behaviour and the meaning of the behaviour in the cultural context of the parent.
So the results reflect the outcomes as they will be in implemented, not just in theory.
Future research
We recommend that future studies evaluate more elaborately which children are being referred
and follow these children more closely over a longer period of time. Additionally, the applica-
tion of cut-points by the child health professional should be evaluated in more detail: to what
extent are other factors (such as parental worry, situational or cultural context), important in
the decision to refer? We recommend future studies to evaluate the relationships between early
detection, number and appropriateness of referrals, appropriateness of treatment, and health at
follow-up.
This study was embedded within the Dutch system of preventive child health care provided
by well-child centers in Rotterdam, the Netherlands. This may have consequences for the gen-
eralizability of our results in other areas and countries. Therefore, replication of our study in
other, varied populations is recommended to confirm or reject the results presented in this
study and to further explore pathways that explain the results of the present study.
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Conclusion
The results support the use of the BITSEA as a tool for child health professionals in the early
detection of psychosocial problem in 2-year-olds. It appeared that children experience fewer
psychosocial problems when the BITSEA was used as compared to care as usual at one-year
follow-up. The difference in psychosocial problems between BITSEA and ‘care as usual’ group
at follow-up could not be explained by a difference in number of referrals. In this study we
focused on the questionnaires, however other elements that differed between conditions (such
as scoring of the questionnaire and the training), might also be responsible for the difference
between conditions. We recommend future studies in large and varied populations to replicate
these findings and to explore the effective elements of the use of the questionnaires.
Supporting Information
S1 CONSORT Checklist. Consort Checklist.
(PDF)
S1 Protocol. Research Protocol.
(PDF)
S1 Table. Regression coefficients and confidence intervals (95% CI) from the multilevel
regression models evaluating the association between condition and CBCL Total Problem
score at follow-up corrected for confounders (n = 2230).
(PDF)
S2 Table. Number (percentages) of referred children in the total sample and in the subsam-
ple with baseline 'at risk' scores on the CBCL and BITSEA.
(PDF)
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: IK WJ HR. Performed the experiments: IK. Analyzed
the data: IK. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: AC NS. Wrote the paper: IK. Pro-
vided expert input: AC NS.
References
1. Briggs-Gowan MJ, Carter AS, Skuban EM, Horwitz SM (2001) Prevalence of social-emotional and
behavioral problems in a community sample of 1-and 2-year-old children. Journal of the American
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 40: 811–819. PMID: 11437020
2. Klein Velderman M, Crone MR, Wiefferink CH, Reijneveld SA (2010) Identification and management of
psychosocial problems among toddlers by preventive child health care professionals. European Jour-
nal of Public Health 20: 332–338. doi: 10.1093/eurpub/ckp169 PMID: 19858089
3. Reijneveld SA, Brugman E, Verhulst FC, Verloove-Vanhorick SP (2004) Identification and manage-
ment of psychosocial problems among toddlers in Dutch preventive child health care. Archives of Pedi-
atrics & Adolescent Medicine 158: 811–817.
4. Brugman E, Reijneveld SA, Verhulst FC, Verloove-Vanhorick SP (2001) Identification and manage-
ment of psychosocial problems by preventive child health care. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent
Medicine 155: 462–469.
5. Zeijl E CM, Wiefferink K, Keuzenkamp S, Reijneveld M (SCP/TNO Kwaliteit van Leven: Den Haag/Lei-
den; 2005.) Kinderen in Nederland [Children in the Netherlands].
6. Durlak JA, Wells AM (1998) Evaluation of indicated preventive intervention (secondary prevention)
mental health programs for children and adolescents. American Journal of Community Psychology 26:
775–802. PMID: 9861693
7. Elliot J, Prior M, Merrigan C, Ballinger K (2002) Evaluation of a community intervention programme for
preschool behaviour problems. Journal of Paediatrics and Child Health 38: 41–50. PMID: 11869399
The Effectiveness of the BITSEA
PLOSONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488 September 18, 2015 15 / 18
8. Sturner RA (1991) Parent questionnaires—Basic office equipment. Journal of Developmental and
Behavioral Pediatrics 12: 51–54. PMID: 2016403
9. Glascoe FP (2005) Screening for developmental and behavioral problems. Mental Retardation and
Developmental Disabilities Research Reviews 11: 173–179. PMID: 16161092
10. Jellinek MS, Murphy JM (1999) Screening for psychosocial disorders in pediatric practice. American
Journal of Diseases of Children 142: 1153–1157.
11. Briggs-Gowan MJ, Carter AS, Bosson-Heenan J, Guyer AE, Horwitz SM (2006) Are infant-toddler
social-emotional and behavioral problems transient? Journal of the American Academy of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry 45: 849–858. PMID: 16832322
12. Egger HL, Angold A (2006) Common emotional and behavioral disorders in preschool children: presen-
tation, nosology, and epidemiology. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 47: 313–337. PMID:
16492262
13. Scheeringa MS (2001) The differential diagnosis of impaired reciprocal social interaction in children: A
review of disorders. Child Psychiatry and Human Development 32: 71–89. PMID: 11579660
14. Achenbach TM, Rescorla LA (2000) Manual for the ASEBA Preschool Forms & Profiles. Burlington:
VT: University of Vermont, Research Center for Children, Youth, and Families.
15. Briggs-Gowan MJ, Carter AS (1998) Preliminary acceptability and psychometrics of the Infant-Toddler
Social and Emotional Assessment (ITSEA): A new adult-report questionnaire. Infant Mental Health
Journal 19: 422–445.
16. Carter AS, Briggs-Gowan MJ, Jones SM, Little TD (2003) The Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional
Assessment (ITSEA): Factor structure, reliability, and validity. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology
31: 495–514. PMID: 14561058
17. Glascoe FP (2000) Early detection of developmental and behavioral problems. Pediatrics in Review
21: 272–280. PMID: 10922024
18. Eyberg S (1980) The Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology 9: 22–28.
19. Mouton-Simien P, McCain AP, Kelley ML (1997) The development of the toddler behavior screening
inventory. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology 25: 59–64. PMID: 9093900
20. Bornstein MH, Hahn C-S, Haynes OM (2010) Social competence, externalizing, and internalizing
behavioral adjustment from early childhood through early adolescence: Developmental cascades.
Development and Psychopathology 22: 717–735. doi: 10.1017/S0954579410000416 PMID:
20883577
21. Briggs-Gowan MJ, Carter AS, Irwin JR, Wachtel K, Cicchetti DV (2004) The brief infant-toddler social
and emotional assessment: Screening for social-emotional problems and delays in competence. Jour-
nal of Pediatric Psychology 29: 143–155. PMID: 15096535
22. Kruizinga I, JansenW, de Haan CL, van der Ende J, Carter AS, Raat H (2012) Reliability and validity of
the dutch version of the brief infant-toddler social and emotional assessment (BITSEA). PLoS ONE 7.
23. Nunnally JC, Bernstein IH (1994) Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill.
24. Terwee CB, Bot SDM, de Boer MR, van der Windt D, Knol DL, Dekker J, et al. (2007) Quality criteria
were proposed for measurement properties of health status questionnaires. Journal of Clinical Epidemi-
ology 60: 34–42. PMID: 17161752
25. Kruizinga I, JansenW, Mieloo CL, Carter AS, Raat H (2013) Screening accuracy and clinical applica-
tion of the Brief Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment (BITSEA). PLoS ONE 8(8): e72602.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0072602 PMID: 24023626
26. Kruizinga I, Visser JC, van Batenburg-Eddes T, Carter AS, JansenW, Raat H (2014) Screening for
autism spectrum disorders with the brief infant-toddler social and emotional assessment. PLoS One 9:
e97630. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0097630 PMID: 24851868
27. Haapsamo H, Ebeling H, Soini H, Joskitt L, Larinen K, Penninkilampi-Kerola V, et al. (2009) Screening
infants with social and emotional problems: A pilot study of the Brief Infant Toddler Social and Emo-
tional Assessment (BITSEA) in Northern Finland. International Journal of Circumpolar Health 68: 386–
393. PMID: 19917190
28. Karabekiroglu K, Briggs-Gowan MJ, Carter AS, Rodopman-Arman A, Akbas S (2010) The clinical valid-
ity and reliability of the Brief Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment (BITSEA). Infant Behav-
ior & Development 33: 503–509.
29. Karabekiroglu K, Rodopman-Arman A, Ay P, Ozkesen M, Akbas S, Tasdemir GN, et al. (2009) The reli-
ability and validity of the Turkish version of the brief infant-toddler social emotional assessment (BIT-
SEA). Infant Behavior & Development 32: 291–297.
The Effectiveness of the BITSEA
PLOSONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488 September 18, 2015 16 / 18
30. Carter AS, Briggs-Gowan MJ, David NO (2004) Assessment of young children's social-emotional
development and psychopathology: recent advances and recommendations for practice. Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry 45: 109–134. PMID: 14959805
31. Wendland J, Danet M, Gacoin E, Didane N, Bodeau N, Saias T, et al. (2014) French Version of the
Brief Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment Questionnaire-BITSEA. J Pediatr Psychol.
32. Kousemaker NPJ (1996) Zoeken, vinden, zorgen delen: de ontwikkeling van een praktijkparadigma
voor onderkenning en pedagogische preventie van psychosociale problematiek in de Jeugdgezond-
heidszorg [Searching, finding, sharing care; the development of a practise paradigm for the descern-
ment and pedagogical prevention of psychosocial problems in Youth Healthcare].
33. Kruizinga I, JansenW, Carter AS, Raat H (2011) Evaluation of an early detection tool for social-emo-
tional and behavioral problems in toddlers: The Brief Infant Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment
—A cluster randomized trial. Bmc Public Health 11.
34. Hermans J, Ory F, Schrijvers G (Julius Centrum: Utrecht; 2005) Supporting development and parent-
ing: sooner, faster and better: an advice for early detection and interventions in regard to developmental
and parenting problems.
35. Briggs-Gowan MJ, Carter AS (2002) Brief Infant-Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment (BITSEA)
mannual, version 2.0. New Haven: CT: Yale University.
36. Kruizinga I, JansenW, de Haan CL, Raat H (2012) Reliability and Validity of the KIPPPI: An Early
Detection Tool for Psychosocial Problems in Toddlers. PLoS ONE 7.
37. deWolff MS, Theunissen MH, Vogels AG, Reijneveld SA (2013) Three questionnaires to detect psy-
chosocial problems in toddlers: a comparison of the BITSEA, ASQ:SE, and KIPPPI. Academic pediat-
rics 13: 587–592. doi: 10.1016/j.acap.2013.07.007 PMID: 24238686
38. Godoy L, Carter AS (2013) Identifying and Addressing Mental Health Risks and Problems in Primary
Care Pediatric Settings: A Model to Promote Developmental and Cultural Competence. American Jour-
nal of Orthopsychiatry 83: 73–88. doi: 10.1111/ajop.12005 PMID: 23330625
39. Raat H, Landgraf JM, Oostenbrink R, Moll HA, Essink-Bot ML (2007) Reliability and validity of the Infant
and Toddler Quality of Life Questionnaire (ITQOL) in a general population and respiratory disease sam-
ple. Quality of Life Research 16: 445–460. PMID: 17111231
40. Definitions 'native' and 'immigrant' (2012). Available: http://www.cbs.nl/nl-NL/menu/methoden/
begrippen/default.htm?conceptid=37. [Statistics Netherlands].
41. Cohen J (1988) Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences ( 2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Law-
rence Erblaum Associates.
42. Cramér H (1999) Mathematical Methods of Statistics: Princeton Universtiy Press.
43. Kraemer S (2000) The fragile male. British Medical Journal 321:1609. PMID: 11124200
44. Reijneveld S, Harland P, Brugman E, Verhulst F, Verloove-Vanhorick S (2005) Psychosocial problems
among immigrant and non-immigrant children—Ethnicity plays a role in their occurrence and identifica-
tion. European Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 14: 145–152. PMID: 15959660
45. VolleberghWAM, ten Have M, Dekovic M, Oosterwegel A, Pels T, Veenstra R, et al. (2005) Mental
health in immigrant children in the Netherlands. Social Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology 40:
489–496. PMID: 16003599
46. Killip S, Mahfoud Z, Pearce K (2004) What is an intracluster correlation coefficient? Crucial concepts
for primary care researchers. Annals of Family Medicine 2: 204–208. PMID: 15209195
47. Vogels T, Verrips GHW, Verloove-Vanhorick SP, Fekkes M, Kamphuis RP, Koopman HM, et al. (1998)
Measuring health-related quality of life in children: the development of the TACQOL parent form. Qual-
ity of Life Research 7: 457–465. PMID: 9691725
48. Theunissen NCM, Vogels TGC, Koopman HM, Verrips GHW, Zwinderman KAH, Verloove-Vanhorick
SP, et al. (1998) The proxy problem: child report versus parent report in health-related quality of life
research. Quality of Life Research 7: 387–397. PMID: 9691719
49. Raat H, Monhangoo AD, Grootenhuis MA (2006) Pediatric health-related quality of life questionnairese
in clinical trials. Current Opinion in Allergy and Clinical Immunology 6: 180–185. PMID: 16670511
50. van Grieken A, Renders CM, Wijtzes AI, Hirasing RA, Raat H (2013) Overweight, obesity and under-
weight is associated with adverse psychosocial and physical health outcomes among 7-year-old chil-
dren: the 'Be active, eat right' study. PLoS One 8: e67383. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0067383 PMID:
23825655
51. van de Gaar VM, JansenW, van Grieken A, BorsboomG, Kremers S, Raat H (2014) Effects of an inter-
vention aimed at reducing the intake of sugar-sweetened beverages in primary school children: a con-
trolled trial. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act 11: 98. doi: 10.1186/s12966-014-0098-8 PMID: 25060113
The Effectiveness of the BITSEA
PLOSONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488 September 18, 2015 17 / 18
52. van Beelen ME, Beirens TM, den Hertog P, van Beeck EF, Raat H (2014) Effectiveness of web-based
tailored advice on parents' child safety behaviors: randomized controlled trial. J Med Internet Res 16:
e17. doi: 10.2196/jmir.2521 PMID: 24463421
The Effectiveness of the BITSEA
PLOSONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0136488 September 18, 2015 18 / 18
